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ACENOWL EDGEMEN TS

This report Jresents the findings of tha Food Stamp SSI/Elderly Cashout
Desonstretion Evaluation performed for the U.S, Food and Nutriticn Sarvice by
Mathematica Palicy Ressarch and 1t8 subcontresctors, Boston Nutrition Associatas
snd Coopers & Lybrand, Chapters I, II, IV, VI, VII, and IX wers prepared by
James Qhis, Chaptar III was prepared by Russsll Jackson, Chaptar V was
prepsred by J.S, Butier snd Mr, Ohls. Chaptar YIII was prespared by Barbars
Posner and Mr, Ohis, and Chepter X was prepared by Pet Doyls, Voiume II, which
includes methodological eppendices, was prepared by the authors of the
corresponding sactions in the main volume, Volume I[II, a description of the
survey cparations, was prepered by Lois Blenchard and Mr, Jackson,

George Carcagno, who ssrved ss MPR's Project Director during the first year of
the work, contributsd substantisily to ths initisl projact design snd to s
number of latar kay design decisions, Me, Ohls was Project O{resctar foc the
rematnder of the project and was alsc Principal Investigator, Ths Survey
Dirsctor was Mr, Jeackson, snd Ms, Blenchard was Survey Manager., Llouise Shaw was
Projesct Manager.

The suthors wish to thsnk the meny people who contributed to the study on which
this report is bassd, Christine Schmidt, Darrell Hollonbeck, ELlen Goldberg~
Kedmy, Judi Reitman, and Eilsen Xannedy of PNS snd David Lindeman, Jane Ross,
snd Micheel Staren of the U.S. Department af Heslth snd Human Services providsd
valuable resssrch sdvice throughout the study, Xatrina Ward, Linds Bashsm, and
Laurel Metzger of FNS halpsd structurs the demanstration so that it was
consistent with the resssrch nesds; they also provided advice aon ths
svalustion,

Graysan Barbar snd Susan Hilton did excellent progremming for the snalysis of
the data collected during the survey, Meeilai Chen skillfully sst up the
Computsr Assistsd Telsphone Intsrviswing systea usad in the survey, Barbara
Gandek and Nancy ¥Williemson gesisted {n the ressarch and did the progremming for
the eligibility simulation work reported in Chapter IX., Lee Atchison did the
prograsaing for drewing the survey sampls and alsc adepted the softwers used in
converting distary intakss into nutrient data, Sam George of Sociel and
Scientific Systems, Incorporstad prepsrsd the computar tapes ussd in the
sampling work, Ariesen Heiss and Rabert Rourks of Cocpers & Lybrand participetad
in the development of data on sdministrstive pracadures and costs,

Among the members of MPH's Survey Division who did outstanding work for the
study were Willism Borden, who had day—to—day respansibility for the distary
intaks tnterviewing; CarolL Wolff, who msenaged the Computsr Assisted Tslephone
Intarviawing; and Francine Barbour, who had responsibility for maneging field
operstions, Of courss, the telephcna end field intsrviewars who collected the
deta dessrve special recognition for their dedicatsd work,
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Marisnne Stavenson and her collsegues in MPR's Data Cantar wers bath haipful and
patient in performing the work needed to davelop data filas from the survey
data,

The demonstration project directors at the sites and othse Food Stamp Program
sits staff members were sxtremely helpful in providing daza on sdministrative
costs and procedures and in facilitating survey cperations, Mr, Staren and
Robart Lott of the Sacisl Security Administration halped provide semples froa
Socisl Security Aduinistrstion filss for the survey, Eleanor Pec and Betty
Petarkin of the U.S. Department of Agriculture and Connis Orssser, Mary
Margarst Wilson and CLiff Johnson af the U.S. Depertmsnt of Heaith snd Human
Services contributed useful advice during the design of tha dietary intake
study, Corinne L, Borman and Johnnia L. Morgan of Boston Nutrition Associatas
helped develop and implement procedures for the distary intaks survey,

Useful comments on earlisr drafts of this report were recaived from Christine
Babcock, Ms, Basham, Harold Besbout, Mr, Carcagno, Wsltar Carson, Lynds
Couvillion, Carol Danasher, Mr, Hollonbsck, Ms, Xennedy, Mr, Lindeman, Charlss
Metcalf, Ma, Schmidt, Burleigh Seaver, David Shanklin, Mervin Saith, and Harold
Watts,

Claudetts Dunn contributed lubctlnfillly to the quality of the report with her
aditing, and excellent waord processing support was pstiently provided by Oonna
Johnsen, Calests Rye and Denise Dunn,
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

OVERVIEW

Many o? the country's eldarly face the probleme of poor health, poor nutrition,
sand inadsquate income, Nutrition {s among the many factors that affsct the
heaith snd (ongevity of older persons, Nutrition is believed to significantiy
influsnce both morbidity and martality. Ensuring that the eidarly have
sufficient rssourcss to purchass sn adequats diet is therefaore an important
public concern,

This sxscutive summsry presents the findings of the svaluation of the Food Stamp
SSI/Elderly Cashout Demonstratian conductad by the U.S. Departaent of
Agriculturs, Food snd Nutrition Service, The demonstration was designed to
examine ways %0 bettsr mest ths nseds of the eslderly in the Food Stesmp Program.
Households whose members wers sil 85 years old or older snd/or perticipsted in
the Supplemental Security Incoms (SSI) Pragram recaived cash food stamp bensfits
in the form of checks rather then in the form of food coupaons, At four of the
eight demonstrstion sites, food stamp sapplications from demanstratian
participants wers also takan at Social Security offices, Twoc states in the
nation, California and Wisconsin, have provided cash payments to the recipients
of SSI benefits by using automatic flat-grsnt food stemp psyments, In contrast
to thoss procecdurss, households in the demonstration sites had to appgly for food
stamp benefits in order to receive checks, snd benefits were determined using
ths standard program benafit detamminstion formula,

In order to separats out the effects of cashout from the sffscts of other
progrem and economic changes occurring during the demonstretion pericd, it was
ussful to cbtain comparison dets from a number of sites which were similaer to
the demonstration sites dut whare cashout wes not implamentad, Eight sitss
served os compsrison sitas, In the comparison sites, no changes were
{ntroduced, However, the processing of foad stamp spplications at Sociel
Security affices that was schaduled to be implemented as the result of an
independent policy change was delsyed,

In addition to the demonstration and comparison sites, certain other sites were
designatad as supplemsntal deta sites for purpcses of the demonstration
avaluation, These supplemental sitss continusd to use coupcns but, unlika the
comparison sites, did implement the processing of food stamp applications st
Social Security offices.

The first demonstration sitss began program opsratians in April 1580, and the
demonatration evaluation period covered in this report (ssted througn the summer
of 1981. As s result of Legislation enacted during the demonstration, Food
Stamp Progrea bensfits are still being distributed in the form of checks rather
than as coupons at the dsmonstration sites,

The major findings of the demonstration evaluation ars gummarized below, In
assessing these results, it should be naotsd that, as with any social program
svstuation, findings of the study must be interpretad as appraoximations of

oy
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likely palicy outcomes. Many design choices had to be made &t varigus stages of
the evaluation, While careful analysis nas led to the conclusion that the
findings are sound, it is possible that some results could have been affectad
both by thesa choices and by other factors relating to the eveluation itsaLf.
For example, while efforts were made to match psirs of demonstration and
comparison sitas as closely as possible, neithsr perfect matching nor rsndom
assignment to sxperimental status was practical. Anothar fsctor to consider in
this regard is thas fact that resource constraints limitad survey data collection
to only thres pairs of sites. Similarly, parts of the snelysis are basad on
survey dats snd, therefore, are subject to both sampling and reparting error,
snd to non—response bias., Potantial reporting mistakes by sites with regerd to
administrative custs and aggregate participation data are othsr sxamples of
problems summarized in the study's finei report. The potantisl implications of
thess and similar problems were examined in considerable detafl during the
course of the study, As discussed in the report, the svailable evidencs from
that snslysis suggests that thess limitations have not substantially affectsd
ksy conclusions of the project, We belisve, tharefore, that, despite thess
potential Limitations, ths findings presantad below ars, in all Likelihood,
reliable indicators of the potential sffects of the cashout progrem testsd
during the democanstraticn,

The demonstration sttas included two sntire states, Utah snd Vermant, and
portions of six others, In gensral, existing computer softwsre—sither that
used for Authorization to Purchasa [ATP)/coupan {ssuance or that used in ather
public sssistance programs—was adaptsd to sstablish procedures for issuing food
stamp benefits by chack, Prograsm staff at ths sites reportsd that start—up
procedures wers rslatively sasy to implement, Key activities involved in
beginning the demonstration included adapting sxisting computer programs to
{ssue checks, identifying eligible pasrticipants f(rom progrem files, and training
staff in new procedures, Start-up costs astimated by site staff range from
about $12,000 to 350,000 per site,

AlLL but one of the sitas wers sble to estimate the cost per 1sli?nca aof cashout
as compared with regular ATP and/or coupon issusncs procaduras, Ags shown in
Table 1, the sstimetead cost of check i{ssuance was lower at each of thess sites,
with the potantial cost savings atiributed to cashout {if the sntire cassload
was to recsive checks) ranging from $.32 to $1.20 par issuence, which is
spproximately 36 percant of average coupon {ssusncs costs, The sourcses of
potantial savings from using checks rathar than ATPs ar coupons for benefit
issuance include: (1] slimination of ATP transaction or redemption fess at
sites using ATPs; (2] slimination of labor costs associated with coupan handling
in direct mail sites; (3) reduced security requirements; and (4] postage savings

l/Onc site [Minnesata] was unable to supply seperats cast astimates for ths two
types of issuanca. Howsver, it sstimsted that actual costs per issusncs had
been scmewhat highar with cashout. This was attributed to the small scale of
the cashout cperation and was not believed to be indicative of the relative
costs of {mplementing cashout on & larger scals,
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TABLE 1

SITE STAFF ESTIMATES OF THE MONTHLY COST QF PER
HOUSEHOLD SENEFIT ISSUANCE AND OF POTENTIAL SAVINGS FROM CASHOUT

Potsntial Savings

ATP/Coupan Cashout with Cashout 4
Sits Issuance Chack lasuancs Dollars Psrcantags
Minnssata NA NA NA NA
Ohio 1.2 $ .28 s .94 78%
Oregon 1.48 1.1 «3S 24
New York 1.58 «S7 1.02 64
South Carclina 2.31 1.95 :38 16
Utah 1.41 1.09 32 23
Vermont 1.44 .94 .50 as
Yirginis 3.50 2.30 1.20 34
AVERAGE 1.84 1.17 67 38

NA = not avsitisble,

v Not all the potantisal savings from cashout wars sctuslly reslized
during the demonstrasticn becauss coupan—rslated procadurss had to be
retained far thoss ssgments of the caselcsd that have nat been cashsd ous,
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in direct issuancs sites becauss checks are (8ss costly to mail ihan the heavier
food coupon books, With regard to reduced Security requirements, it should be
noted that checks must alsoc be handled in a secure fashion, However, because
checks in general require Less handling then do ATPs snd coupens, tha security
costs. associatsd with them are (ower,

It i{s important to note that, in scme sites, actual savings during the
demonstration were Less than thoss suggested by the unit cost diffarencas shown
{in the table becsuse both cashout snd non—cashout systems have nad ¢o be
naintained simultaneously. In sites with ATP {ssuancs procsdures, hawevar,
substantisi actual savings have been rsalized as & result of the demonstration,
dus to the slimination of ATP trensaction fees, which are $.75 or more per case
psc month in saveral sites, To some degrse these issuance cost savings may have
besn offsst by costs to cashout program participants in the form of check-
cashing fees, However, survey dsta collected during the evaluation suggest that
only sbout 3 percent of thesa hcoussholds had to pay fees in order to cash their
checks,

Aftar the first few months of the demanstration, it became aspparent that the
valume of Food Stamp Progrsa client intake at Socisl Security officess was
sxtremely low at the four demonstration sitas where spplications were being
taken at Social Security offices. As a result, this component of ths
demaonstration policy wae reducsd or discontinued at some of thsse sitas, end thes
msin focus of the evaluation becsme an sxamination of the effscts of cashout,

The cashout casslosd st the sight demanstration sites included approximately
35,000 houssholde., Thirty-five parcent of the households that participated in
the demonstration consisted of SSI recipients whc were 65 years old or oldsr,
Thirty psrcent were slderiy househoids that did not recsive SSI, and the
remgining 35 percant were in the SSI biind snd disabled catagory, Most of the
participeting houssholds {90 percant) consisted of single persons Living alone,
snd 72 percant were hesdsd by women, Approximatsly two-thirds of the
participents weres white; most of the remainting househalds were black. Average
Food Stsmp Program bensfit (svels wers 340 for the SSI sged catagory, $37 for
the non-SS1 aged category, and 344 for the SSI blind and dissbled catagory.
Aversge gross incoms Levels for the thres categories were $270, $312, and $252,
respectivaly. The average retios of gross income to paverty lavels ware .73,
81, snd 71,

Analysis of monthly aggregats participation dats suggests that the cashout
demonstration had, at most, &8 very modest effaect cn participation in the Food
Stasp Progrem by houssholds aligible for cashout., Ouring ths pericd coversd by
the anslysis, the nuaber of participants smong households gligible for cashout
increassd at tha demcgnstretion sites by an averasge of 3.5 percent, Over the
sase period, perticipation increassd et coeparison sites by 7.0 percent, The
differences in the two rates of incresse is not statisti: 'y significant, Whan
disaggregats data ars examined, thers i{s svidence that i s demonstration progrem
a8y have had some affact on participetion for one of the tnres population targat
groups—the non—-SSI aged category. Participation with this category incressed

iv
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TABLE 2

PARTICIPATION RATE ESTIMATES FOR ELDERLY HOUSEHOLDS

ssI Non—-5S1

Sits Recipisnt Rectpient ALl
Househoids Households Housaholds

New York .84 38 58
Demonstration

Sits (Monroe

County, includ-

ing Rachestse)

N.' Ym‘k .34 .’7 .28
Comparison Site
{Albeny County)

South Csrolina .78 «37 .58
Oewonstration

Site (2 rursl

counties)

South Csrolina .82 .38 .50
Comparison Sitas
{2 rural countias}

Cregon 78 ) . <33 a4
Demonstration

Sita (Multnomsh

County, fncluding

Portiand)

Orsgon 72 .27 .40
Cosparison S{ts

{Lane County, in-

cluding Eugsns)

AVERAGE «78 «J1 48
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by 13.2 percent at tha demonstration sites during the period, The comparable
measurad change at comparison $ites was 4.6 percent, and the diffarence betwsen
the changes at ths demonstratign and comparison sites is statistically
gsignificant, Observed diffarences for the other twgc target groups are very
small. |

Results similar to those outlined above are obtained wnen comparison 9ites and
supplemental sitas are comfined to form the referencs group for the analysis,

Food Stamp Progrea participation ratss smong elderly housshalds eligible for the
progrem were sstimatad using survey data collactad ss part of the eveluation at
thres of the demanstration sites and their peired comparison sites. Ths eversge
across the six sites of tha estimeted participation ratss ameng aligible
housesholds is .48 {Table 2). This is consistsnt with current naticnal estimates
that the Food Stamp Progrse participation rate smong eligible slderly housaholds
is spproximataty .50.

Participation ratss veried substantially depending on whether housshalds wsre
recetving SSI, Amang SSI recipient housshclds, the estimated rstss renge from
.54 to ,84, The comparsble rengas far noen-SSI housenclds is .17 to .37. The
higher rates for SSI houssholds may bes dus to thes fact that, on eversge, they
have lower {incomes than the non—-SSI households and are more in need of
assistsnce, Referrals between the SSI progrem and Feood Stamp Progrem may also
be ® factar in_this regard,

Among the eldsrly households included in the survey, the average eligible
nonparticipant household had s gross monthly income of $387 and was entitled to
s monthly Food Stamp Program silotment of $33, Of the sligible nonparticipents,
38 parcent of acne—person housshaolds snd 25 percent of multi-person households
ware antitlad to monthly benefits in excsss of $40,

Lack of awereness of progrem eligibility may be an impartant factor that results
in nonparticipaticn by eligible houssholds. Thirty-thres percent of sligible
nonperticipents {n the survey indicated that they did not think they were
sligible for faod stamps, snd anothar 36 percant said that they did not know
whather they ware sligible,

Stigma .50 appeers to be 8 barrier to participation in some cases, Thirty-two
percent of nonparticipants indicated they would be embarrassed %o tell a friend
they were rscsiving food stamps, as compared with 19 percent of participants,
Probit analysis results show that, after controlling for other daterminants of
participation, expressing sabarressment i@ assaciated with a statistically
significant 10 percentage point Lower probability of participation,

Oistance to Food Stamp Program offices also appesars to be s significant
deterrant to participation, Households located within one mile of a progrem
office have a statistically significant higher probability of participating,.

In sddition to the above factors, the following veriables were found to have

statistically significant sffacts on the probsbility of participation:
households with mela hesds have Lower participation probebilitiss; higher income

vi
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reasults in lower participation protabilities; having at Least scme high school
education lowers probsbilities; and being older Lowers probaoilities,

The data collscted in the current survey provide 2 convenient basis far
examining ths impacts of sn automatic cashout program for SSI recipients, such
a8 the plans now in sffect in California and Wisconsin, In simulating the
effacts of such a plan with the survey data, it was found that, even if denefit
Llevels were set S0 percsant higner than current flat-grant benefit laveis in
Californie end Wiscaonsin (815 ss compered with $10), switching a flat-—grent food
stamp cashout plan for SSI recipients woutd reduce asverege food stamp Senefits
received by the elderly houssholds affected by the change. In addition, the
houssholds most Liksly to recsive lowsr benefits as z result of such a change
are thoss with the Lowsest income Laveis,

Food Stamp Progrsa benefits incressed food expenditures for houssholds in the
survey sampls, and the sstimated effect is statistically significant. However,
apparently there is considarasble substitution of foocd stamp benefits for money
thet houssholds would have spent on food in the absence of the program, For
sach sdditionsl doliar of focd stamp bsnefits, the sstimated increase in food
expanditures is 14 cents, An additional dollar of food stamp benefits is
estimatad to incresss food sxpesnditures somswhat mors than an sdditionel dallar
of regular income, However, the difference is not statistically significant.

Inpects on food sxpenditures do not sppear to be significantly lower in csshout
sites than they are in the comparison sitas. Indeed, fer some equatian
spscifications, estimetad progrem impescts are somewhat higher faor the cashout
sitess, although the diffsrances are not statistically signficient, :

For the eldecly housshalds included in tha sample, fcad expenditures tend to
rises as incomes increeses, but they do not riss proportionatsiy to income,
Tharefors, the ratio of food sxpenditures to income tends to go down as income
Levelis rigse. Tabular snalysis shows no substantial relationships between incoae
end nutrient intaks. On aversge, the housenolds in the ssmpls spend about 28
percant of thair incomes ({ncluding the valus aof food steamp benefits] an food,

Oistary intaks was also atudied for elderly households in the sampla. At the
comperison sitas, sfter using regression snslysis to control for the effacts of
other varisbles, there were no statistically significant differances betwaen
praogrem participants and eligible noanpacticipants in the intakes of the nine
nutrients studied, At the cashout sites, after controlling for the effects of
other variables, participants wers found to have statistically significant
higher Levels of intake than nonparticipants for four of the nine nutrients
studied, Thus, there is no svidence in the data that cashout weaksns ths (ink
between pragram benefits and distary intaks,

When deta ars pooled across coapsrigson and demonstration sites in performing the
ragression analysis, the sstimatad effacts of the program on dietary intaks are
positive for sll of the nutrients, but are only statistically significant for
one of them, calciuam,
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Information about cashout was included in ths standard gutreach programs
conductad at demanetration sitas, Neverthseless, onLy 50 percent of eligible
nonparticipants at the demonstratian survey sites reported having hesrd of the
cashout pragrem, This suggeats that ons axplanation for the very limitad
effects of cashout on participatian may be that substantial numbers of potantial
participants are unaware of tha progreém. -

Of respondents who expressad opinions about cashout, substantial majorities
statad that they preferred distribution of food stamp benefits by check rather
than by coupons, For both groups, the main resson wes that checks were
percaived to be more convenient or sssier to use, Substantial numbers of
respondents sls0 mentioned as en advantage of cashout ths fact that checks could
be used to purchase anything, Twenty—two percsnt of participants and 30 parcent
of nanparticipants mentioned stigme—rslated factors, such as checks basing less
visible or nat making the user fssl emberrassed, as reascns far preferring
checks,

The cunsensus smong the site project staff intarviewed was that the cashout
demonstration was successfully implemented. The reducad trensaction and
redemption fees in ATP {ssusnce sitas end the lowsr postage and security costs
in direct coupon issuancs sitaes wers sssn by progrsa staff as potantisal mejor
advantagas of cashout., In eddition, staff at ssveral sitss believed that check
issuance reduced the number of bensfit replacament requests and tightened
control of possible frsud by leaving better sudit trails,

Data collescted in the evalustion survey ware used to examine the effacts of
using retrospective income dats to simulats Food Stamp Progrea sligibility,
This i{s of intersst because the methods currently used to estimates program
aligibility and participation ratas ars faorced dDy data Limitationa to rely on
retrospective incoms data to simulate the prospective incowe concspt actually
used by the progrem,

The results of the snalysis suggest that, at Least for the sldarly population in
the current atudy, incomes are quits stable, and the use of rstrospective dats
does not have a substantisl effect on sestimatad eligibility rates, It appears
that the use of retrospective data produces fewer eligible househoids, on
average, than does the use of current prospactive incoms, but the Level of
discrepancy is a small percentage of the sstimatsd population, When viewed as s
propartion af the simuleted aligibles, the estimatad discrepancy reste is
spproximately 3.5 percent,

In summary, the cashout procsdurses were sasily implesented, and producsd a cost
savings ranging between $.32 and $1.20 per issuance, aor epproximately 36 percent
of sversga issuance costs., Cashout demonstrated, st most, a very madest effact
on the participation of eligible siderly househoilda., Only the non—-SSI aged
catagory incressed participation at & Lsvel that wes statistically significant,

Thers was no evidenca in the data that cashout weakens the Link between program
benefits and dietary intake., Food Stamp Progrem bensfits, in the form of
coupons or cash, incrsesed the food axpenditures for households in the survay
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sample. The impacts of benefits on fcood axpenditures dy hausshalds in the
cashout demonsctration sitas did not appear to de significantly lower than in
comparison sites, and, for some aquation spacifications, the impacts on faood
axpenditures were higher for cashout householias than for coupon householcs,

The demanstretion data permittad an estimate of the rata of participation among
eligible eiderly SSI and non-SSI househalds in the Food Stamp Program, Oversidi,
48 percent of eligible slderly households participata, This number varies
significantly between SSI and non-SSI recipients., The sstimatad rats of
participation is betwsen .54 and .84 for the former, and between ,17 and .34 for
the lattar, Several factors were {dentified as affecting the decision to
participate, including Lack of awarsness of siigibility, stigma, distanca to the
Food Stamp Progrem office, being a male—headed houssahcld, having a higher income
or some high school sducation, and being older,

Both recipients and site profect staff supportsd the concspt of cashout, Chacks
were percsived by recipients es being more convenient or essier to uss and
creatad lLess stigma than did coupons, Site projsct staff cited lower security
and postage costs, reducad requests for replacing checks, and tightsr asudit
treils in support of tha cashout concept,
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Many of the cuuntri's slderly are facad with the problems of poor health, poor
nutrition end {nsdequats income. Among tha many factors that affect the heslth
and Longevity of older persons, nutrition ia believed to have extensive sffacts
on both marbidity sna acrtality,

The Food Stamp Progrsm is a major public program that can strstch the income of
